California State Auditor response to questionsndigg RFP#2009-02

1.

Is there an anticipated budget amount on thB'RF

At this time, the State Auditor has not receiveading for outreach, therefore,
budget information is currently unavailable.

You mention “translation services” in your newHR Do you have a minimum
number of languages for which translation servatesuld be applied?

No. The State Auditor recognizes that a viableeadh process for the Voters First
Act will require the translation of material intauttiple languages through a variety
of sources. Bidders shall propose the translaemices necessary to implement
their proposed plans. The cost of the servicest inel stated.

Do you have a specific list of materials youl wéed translation services? For
example, what about your Web site?

Translation services needed by the State Auditbreihandled by her staff. This
includes any translations needed for her websitespecific translations are
required for the website under a bidder’s propdbal bidder would be required to
provide the translations and to incorporate thasgtscinto the proposal.

Are there companies that did not participatiherejected RFP that are part of the
new RFP?

RFP #2009-02 was opened to all bidders identi¢althe first RFP. Therefore,
there is a possibility of new companies participgtin the new process. We will
not know definitively until the deadline for subtmyg the RFP’s.

Are we limited to only updating the strategies pvesented in the first RFP or do
we have free reign to append —including costs?

There are no restrictions on the new proposal$faééts of any prior proposal may
be re-written and the costs can be recalculateeflect any changes. A new RFP
review committee has been named and the procelsisenilandled completely apart
from the first RFP review.

Outside of the State Auditor’s office, are thang other resources available for use
in the outreach program (such as other agencisgyridged spokespeople, websites,
etc)?

The State Auditor is the sole state agency resptanfir the outreach process as it
pertains to the selection of the commission. Osita&te and local agencies may
have resources that can be used by a vendor naileeach services. However, it



10.

IS up to each proposer to determine what resoaneeavailable and how they
would be used in the context of their proposal.

Besides political party affiliation, what crit@and/or qualifications will the
Auditor’s office be seeking in commission applicht

The Voters First Act (act) lists the qualificationteria for the commission’s
applicants. In addition, the act states that cassioners “shall be created on the
basis of relevant analytical skills, ability to ingpartial, and the appreciation for
California’s diverse demographics and geographiyhe State Auditor intends to
use these requirements as the criteria for thets@heof the commissioners.

This question concerns two inconsistencies foarRIFP#2009-02: First,
Attachment F calls for the cost proposal to be stibthseparately but on page 9 of
2009-02, paragraph 6 says technical merit andssasions should be submitted
together. Which directive is correct? Secondlypage 16 in Attachment B
paragraphs 4b and 4c are in conflict. 4b says aotdr is responsible for all travel
expenses; 4c says State will pay for travel. Wisatorrect?

Regarding your first question, you may submit #ghhical merit and cost sections
together. The two sections will be evaluated atdhme time.

Regarding your second question, if a prospectivdraotor is proposing an
outreach plan that will include travel expenses twedprospective contractor
expects to be reimbursed for these expenses, tspgutive contractor must
include these expenses in the submitted propdktie proposal is selected, the
State Auditor will authorize any travel expenses dbems necessary and
appropriate to implement the outreach plan. Traeekpecifically authorized by
the State Auditor, in writing, will not be reimbexk

Can you please let us know the status of théddaib State Auditor’s office
negotiations with the legislature for securing faifidr this project?

At this time, the State Auditor still has not reas funding for outreach. The
legislature continues to hold budget hearings sfighe agencies.

The first amendment to the previous RFP smztiiates for both, “Evaluation
Completed” and “Intent to Award Posted.” The redi§&-P does not provide this
information. Has the Auditor’s office determinedemfor these milestones?

Page 7, Section Il, of RFP #2009-02 states:

Evaluation Completed 12 p.m. 5/19R200
Intent to Award Notice posted* 9 a.m. 5/21/2009

These are the timelines that will be followed.
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13.

14.

15.

16.

In the RFP #2009-02 issued on April 30, theeereferences to RFP #2009-01
throughout. I'd like to know if all bids submitteshder RFP #2009-02 run the risk
of being rejected due to references to the old RFP?

There is one reference in Section Il, #4, Questionthe address line and in the
header to each page. As long as each RFP re&e#2009-02 and responds to the
requirements of RFP #2009-02, there is no riskhefRFP being rejected based on
these references.

What is the budget for this project?

At this time, the State Auditor has not receivedding for outreach, therefore,
budget information is currently unavailable

What is the acceptable budget range for tlugept?

The RFP states: “Each proposal to provide outrsactices should include a
detailed plan for the most economical level of sms that each contractor believes
IS necessary to provide a basic level of outreadhd State’s eligible voters,
including, but not limited to, voters in undersehe@mmunities, to make such
voters aware of the opportunity to serve on thero@sion. In addition, each
contractor is encouraged to provide one enhancesioveto their basic level of
outreach for the provision of services that thetkamtor believes would

significantly increase outreach to voters at aoeable cost.” Each proposer must
determine an acceptable budget range within thestexts.

What constitutes “reasonable cost” as stateubage 4, Section 1, Paragraph 2, 4
line from the bottom page?

The State Auditor is seeking a Statewide Outredah fat is capable of meeting
the requirements of the act by soliciting the besdgublic participation possible
for the redistricting process at the lowest reabneate.

How many people have expressed interest iryaqgplor or regarding the Citizens
Redistricting Commission as a result of the anneorent in the May 19 Special
Election Voter Pamphlet?

Thirty-five individuals have responded specificaitythe voter pamphlet. All 35
have requested specific notification when the appilbn process begins. Calls
continue daily.

How many people have expressed interest iryaqgplor or regarding Citizens
Redistricting Commission as a result of the Intex@$ersons Meetings conducted
throughout the state earlier this year? No s#patatistic was maintained. See
17 below.
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20.

21.

How many people to date have expressed interepplying for or regarding the
Citizens Redistricting Commission?

Four hundred and eighteen (418) individuals hageested to be on our Person’s
of Interest list. Approximately 312 (75%) of thaseividuals have requested to be
informed about the application date to apply t@alm®mmissioner.

On page 34, Attachment F, there is a referemédgtachment 4, the Small Business
and Disabled Veteran Business Enterprise Partioipp&equirements and Forms. Is
this the same as what is mentioned and requirpda®f Attachment 2 (which is
also listed on page 34, Attachment F)?

Yes.

Regarding the Cost Proposal, on page 10, sap@oh g., how much level of detall
is needed? Are you seeking a full narrative andidet the task to be performed or
is all that narrative to be contained in Part & Besponsive Materials, proposal?

As stated in the proposal, the cost proposal showidiain specific description of
each task to be performed, both for the basic atehthe enhanced plan including a
cost line for each task that details who will penicthe task, the primary contractor
or a sub-contractor, the frequency of the tasktated number of hours for the task,
when applicable, and the total costs associatdutivé task. With regards to the
frequency of a task, if the task is ongoing suchraadministrative function, state
as such. If the task is to be recurring, such seri@s of meetings or workshops,
state the number of times that the function wilturcbased on the cost estimate.
Each proposal should be assembled in a mannealtbats easy identification of

the cost for any proposed segment of the outrekzeh p

Will those who have submitted a Letter of Imte@ posted on the bsa.ca.gov Web
site?

Yes.

Are other companies who didn’t submit a proptaRFP #2009-01 now able to
participate in RFP #2009-02?

Yes. See #4, above.



